In recent decades, enumerating the ill consequences of corruption has become something of a cottage industry in both academic and policy circles.
What explains the apparent inability of democracy to more rapidly decrease corruption, as well as the variation in corruption among democratic countries?
Whereas current explanations of corruption emphasize country-level institutional or economic factors, this article focuses attention on individual citizens. The existence of persistent, pervasive political corruption in a democracy means that many voters cast their ballots for corrupt politicians. We focus on two hypotheses about voter support for corrupt politicians. The first, the information hypothesis, argues that voters support corrupt politicians when they lack information about a candidate's involvement in corruption upon which they could act in the voting booth. The second, the tradeoff hypothesis, argues that voters knowingly cast ballots for corrupt politicians because they expect that the overall benefits from a politician's term in office will be greater than the costs associated with corruption. These hypotheses are tested using data from a nationally representative survey experiment in Brazil.
Brazil is a good test case because of the widespread popular belief that Brazilian voter behavior follows the dynamic specified in the tradeoff hypothesis. The experimental results presented below, however, are sharply at odds with the idea that most Brazilian voters are willing to overlook corruption in exchange for service delivery. On the whole, our respondents do not tolerate corruption and are unlikely to express support for corrupt politicians, even if these politicians otherwise perform well by providing public goods. These results help refine the existing information hypothesis and provide evidence that when given sufficiently specific, credible, and accessible information about corruption, even voters in a country with a history of corruption tolerance express a willingness to reject politicians described as corrupt.
There is an exception to these general findings. Individuals with a high socioeconomic status provide responses that are more consistent with the tradeoff hypothesis. We explore some reasons for the explanatory power of the tradeoff hypothesis among this group and the consequences of this difference for the prospect of controlling political corruption.
Why Do Voters Support Corrupt Politicians?
Scholars propose a number of explanations for variation in corruption across countries. Some attribute levels of corruption to differences in electoral or political institutions, linking federalism and presidentialism to increased corruption and decentralization and plurality elections to lower levels of corruption. 7 Beyond institutional explanations, some scholars point to inherited or cultural attributes to explain a society's tolerance of corruption. 8 Others suggest that countries can become stuck in a trap where the pool of available candidates includes only corrupt politicians. 9 Although much of this literature makes assumptions about voter behavior, few authors explicitly examine the effects of corruption on individual political attitudes and behavior. Our research focuses directly on understanding how individuals process information about corruption when deciding how to cast their votes. Irrespective of institutional structure, corrupt politicians cannot survive electorally without the support of voters. We explore two possible sources of this support: either voters lack information about corrupt behavior and therefore unknowingly support a corrupt politician (the information hypothesis), or they knowingly support a corrupt politician because of his performance in other areas (the tradeoff hypothesis). 10 
The Information Hypothesis
There are a number of reasons voters may lack information about political corruption. For obvious reasons, politicians try to conceal their illicit activities. Efforts to obfuscate corruption are likely to be more successful where there is a lack of resources and professionalization among the media, which is an acute problem especially in middle-and low-income democracies.
11 Insofar as voters are not aware of corruption, they cannot vote against corrupt candidates.
12 Even when allegations of corruption are made public, voters may discount these reports, especially if they take the form of politically motivated partisan accusations. 13 If a lack of information explains voter support for corrupt politicians, voters should be expected to withdraw support from corrupt politicians once specific, credible, and accessible information about corruption becomes available.
Much of the cross-country research on the institutional correlates of corruption assumes that the information hypothesis holds true. Margit Tavits expects that voters will "punish a government for any increases in the perceived level of corruption compared to the level of corruption under the previous government." 14 Daniel Treisman argues that democracies have less corruption because "exposure [is] more likely," implying that, when exposure occurs, voters will remove corrupt politicians from office. 15 John Gerring and Strom Thacker postulate that increased openness and transparency should be associated with a lower incidence of corruption. 16 Alicia Adserá, Carles Boix, and Mark Payne say that, if voters have mechanisms available to hold politicians accountable, corruption will decrease as information provision increases.
The information hypothesis has received mixed support in a recent wave of natural and field experiments. 17 For example, a field experiment in rural India finds that a publicity campaign on the social costs of corruption has no effect on either voter turnout or the support politicians receive at the polls. 18 Alberto Chong, Ana De La O, Dean Karlan, and Leonard Wantchekon find that in Mexico distributing information about an incumbent's corrupt behavior in office depresses turnout but, depending on the amount of corruption, has only a small negative effect on the incumbent's vote share. 19 On the other hand, Claudio Ferraz and Frederico Finan take advantage of a natural experiment in Brazil generated by randomized federal auditing of municipalities, and find that incumbent mayors who engage in multiple acts of corruption lose electoral support when compared to their less corrupt counterparts. 20 Miguel de Figueiredo, Daniel Hidalgo, and Yuri Kasahara find that distributing flyers with information about corruption by both candidates in the 2008 São Paulo mayoral race depressed voter support for one candidate but not for the other.
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The Tradeoff Hypothesis Whereas the information hypothesis proposes that voters return corrupt politicians to office because they are unaware of corruption, the tradeoff hypothesis posits that voters knowingly elect corrupt politicians when those politicians provide voters with other benefits. In other words, voters make a strategic decision to overlook corruption because politicians deliver in other ways. The consequences of corruption for political support will thus depend on a politician's overall performance.
The tradeoff explanation takes different forms. One says that if a politician delivers public works, economic growth, or other public goods, citizens will accept some losses from public coffers. If this is the case, then voters should support corrupt politicians only where those politicians otherwise act as competent public servants. It is also possible that citizens overlook corruption in exchange for either private goods or ideological satisfaction. 22 We focus our efforts on examining the primary conceptualization of the tradeoff explanation, that citizens overlook corruption when politicians deliver broad public benefits. The contours of a number of presidential corruption scandals in Latin America seem consistent with the logic behind this hypothesis. Consider, for example, the Argentine electorate's disparate reactions to credible accusations of corruption levied against President Carlos Menem during his two terms in office. In 1995, in the context of economic growth and unusually stable prices, public opinion supported a constitutional change that permitted Menem, then in his first term, to run for reelection, and he was returned to office by a large margin. In contrast, by 1999 the economy was in decline, and public opinion turned sharply against Menem's attempt to run for a third term as President. The tradeoff hypothesis might also help explain the disparate fate of two Brazilian presidents who faced allegations of corruption and influencepeddling among their closest collaborators. Fernando Collor de Melo's presidency (1990) (1991) (1992) included a failed attempt at economic stabilization and limited success in controlling inflation. After corruption allegations came to light, he faced public protests and ultimately impeachment, which led him to tender his resignation. In contrast, Luis Inácio Lula da Silva (2003 Silva ( -2010 presided over a period of substantial economic growth and the expansion of a popular anti-poverty program. In spite of a series of corruption scandals that touched his closest advisers, Lula was elected to a second term in office and enjoyed high levels of public support.
In addition to these anecdotal examples, researchers find support for the tradeoff hypothesis in several contexts. In an experimental setting, Barry Rundquist, Gerald Strom, and John Peters find that voters react less negatively to corruption charges when those charges are levied against a politician with a congruent policy position on an issue important to the voter. From data on U.S. House of Representatives races between 1968 and 1978, John Peters and Susan Welch find that "some [corruption] charges appear to have almost no electoral retribution, while others are punished quite severely." 23 In north India, ethnic voting results in the election of more corrupt politicians. 24 In Argentina, the negative effect of corruption on regime support is mitigated for voters who support the incumbent regime, and citizens with a positive impression of economic performance have less intense reactions to corruption. 25 
Attitudes toward Corruption in Brazil
Brazil historically has suffered from high levels of corruption, a phenomenon that has persisted in spite of the advent and consolidation of democracy since the mid-1980s. 26 Indeed, Kurt Weyland argues that corruption reached record highs in Brazil after the transition to democracy. 27 Although corruption scandals involving politicians are common, instances of punishment have remained relatively rare. 28 In the words of three scholars of Brazilian politics, " [t] he conventional understanding of corruption in Brazil suggests 'impunity reigns. '" 29 Conventional wisdom also suggests that Brazilians are especially willing to overlook corruption when politicians otherwise perform well. In fact, a well-known Portuguese phrase succinctly summarizes the tradeoff hypothesis: "rouba, mas faz" ("He robs, but he gets things done"). This phrase has sufficient resonance that, according to an urban legend, a well-known congressman and former mayor of the city of São Paulo, Paulo Maluf, took maluf@masfaz.com as his e-mail address.
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While mayor, Maluf oversaw the construction of massive public works projects, many of which were mired in allegations of corruption. As discussed above, the experience of President Lula has also been interpreted as lending support to the tradeoff hypothesis. In spite of a series of influence peddling and kickback scandals, Lula was elected to a second term in office and retained unusually high levels of public approval.
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A number of Brazilian public opinion surveys ask explicitly about the tradeoff between corruption and other dimensions of performance. A substantial proportion of Brazilian voters say that they are willing to make this tradeoff. In a survey from 2000, 47 percent of respondents said they would prefer a mayor who was "not totally honest" as long as he "resolved the municipality's problems."
32 In surveys carried out in 2002 and 2007, 40 percent of respondents agreed with the statement that "a politician who carries out a lot of public works, even if he robs a little, is better than a politician who carries out few public works and does not rob at all." 33 Despite this reputation for corruption tolerance, recent aggregate-level analyses suggest that Brazilian voters do punish corruption when they learn about it. The information hypothesis finds support at the municipal level in studies showing that, at least under some conditions, voters will turn mayors out of office when audits undertaken by the national or state government uncover corruption linked to the municipal administrations.
34 National deputies accused of corrupt acts are less likely to run for reelection and less likely to win reelection if they do run. 35 As described above, a field experiment conducted in São Paulo that gave voters information about corruption allegations provided evidence that voters will vote against at least some corrupt politicians. 36 The results in this article are broadly consistent with these recent studies, with strong evidence that, once given information about corrupt behavior, Brazilian voters turn against politicians who engage in the practice. The data thus provide individual-level evidence that validates aggregate-level results.
37 At the same time, some differences exist in the effect of information about corruption across social groups that have not been previously noted.
An Embedded Survey Experiment
When asked about a sensitive topic in a public opinion poll, respondents may provide socially conforming answers rather than their genuine opinions. 38 In our survey experiment, rather than directly asking respondents their views on the tradeoff between corruption and competence, we randomly assigned each respondent to hear one of twelve different vignettes, varying the information that the respondent received about a hypothetical incumbent politician's past corruption and general performance in providing public works. 39 We also varied information about the politician's political party. Random assignment to the vignettes ensures that, on average, groups of respondents are indistinguishable on both observable and unobservable characteristics. 40 The experimental set-up also has the advantage of allowing us to manipulate information not easily manipulated in the real world. Comparing average responses to standard survey questions across the groups assigned to the different vignettes enables identification of the causal effect of receiving information about corruption and competence on survey responses.
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The basic vignette read as follows (with the phrases in brackets being substituted in alternative versions of the vignette):
Imagine a person named Gabriel (or Gabriela), who is a person like you, living in a neighborhood like yours, but in a different city in Brazil. The mayor of Gabriel's city is running for reelection in October. He is a member of the PT [Partido dos Trabalhadores] (or PSDB [Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira]). In Gabriel's city, it is well known that the mayor never takes bribes (or frequently takes bribes) when giving out government contracts. The mayor has completed few (or many; or omit the entire sentence) public works projects during his term in office. In this city, the election for mayor is expected to be very close.
Information about the mayor's partisanship, his history of taking bribes, and his performance in providing public works (or if this information was not provided to the respondent) were all randomized across respondents. 42 The name of the hypothetical voter (Gabriel or Gabriela) was chosen by the enumerator to match the respondent's gender.
By putting respondents in the shoes of an anonymous Gabriel(a), we aimed to increase their willingness to respond honestly to corruption information. At the same time, by establishing that Gabriel(a) is "a person like you, living in a neighborhood like yours," we aimed to capture reactions that reflected the respondent's own attitudes. 43 Respondents were asked to think of a voter in a different but similar city in order to allow them to abstract from the specific elected officials in their own municipalities.
Immediately following the vignette, respondents were asked a referendum-style question, "In your opinion, what is the likelihood that Gabriel(a) will vote for this mayor in the next election: very likely, somewhat likely, unlikely, not at all likely?" The response to this question serves as the main outcome variable. 44 For all analyses in this article, we collapse it to a dichotomous variable indicating positive or negative vote intention. 45 The survey was administered in Summer 2010 by IBOPE, the largest public opinion polling company in Brazil, as part of their nationwide monthly omnibus survey (N52,002). 46 The questions were the first block on the survey; respondents heard the vignette immediately after answering a small set of demographic questions that determined their eligibility for the survey. Table 1 presents the six main treatment conditions, and the variable in each cell represents the proportion of respondents in that treatment condition who say that Gabriel(a) is either very likely or somewhat likely to vote for the mayor. Variation in the announced party of the incumbent is ignored for the analysis presented here, because copartisanship status has little or no effect on the results.
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To the extent the information hypothesis is correct and voters react negatively when they discover that a politician is corrupt, respondents in the corruption treatment conditions can be expected to express lower levels of support for the mayor than those in the no corruption treatment conditions (B 4 < B 1 ; B 5 < B 2 ; and B 6 < B 3 ). To the extent the tradeoff hypothesis is correct and voters are willing to forgive corruption in the face of competence or good performance, several patterns should emerge in the data. First, punishment of corruption should decrease as competence increases [(B 4 -B 1 ) < (B 5 − B 2 )]. Second, competent but corrupt politicians should be weakly preferred to incompetent but clean politicians (B 4 ≥ B 2 ). Note that these two hypotheses are not exclusive. It is possible to find evidence for both the information hypothesis and the tradeoff hypothesis in the data.
Are Voters More Tolerant of Corruption When Politicians Provide Public Goods?
The main results provide substantial support for the information hypothesis and no support for the tradeoff hypothesis. Table 2 displays the proportion of people in each treatment category who say Gabriel(a) would vote for the incumbent mayor. The first column shows that, across all respondents, there is a very strong negative reaction to corrupt behavior. The share of respondents willing to vote for a candidate described as noncorrupt is 78 percent, but only 19 percent are willing to vote for a candidate described as corrupt, a difference of almost 60 percentage points. This is individual-level Note: The variables in the cells note the proportion of respondents in the treatment category who express their belief that Gabriel(a) will vote for the incumbent politician. The treatments also varied in a third dimension not shown here-the announced party of the incumbent mayor-with roughly equal numbers of respondents assigned to hear about the PT (Partido dos Trabalhadores, Workers Party) and the PSDB (Partido da Social Democracia Brasileira, Brazilian Social Democratic Party) in each of the six cells shown.
Comparative Politics July 2013
evidence of strong aversion to corruption on the part of voters, and clear support for the information hypothesis. Even in the subset of respondents who were told that the mayor had delivered a large number of public goods during his term in office, there is a similarly sized anticorruption effect. While the tradeoff hypothesis suggests that competence can moderate the punishment for corruption, there is no evidence of this here.
In addition, the tradeoff hypothesis is not supported in the comparison between responses to a corrupt but competent politician and responses to a clean but incompetent politician. Among those respondents who were told the mayor was clean but incompetent, fully 62 percent reported that Gabriel(a) would support the mayor. In contrast, only 28 percent of respondents in the corrupt but competent treatment group believed Gabriel(a) would support the mayor. This 34-point difference is significant at the 0.01 level.
Additional disconfirming evidence exists for the tradeoff hypothesis among the subset of respondents who received no information about performance. When told that the politician was corrupt, but given no information about competence, responses about Gabriel(a)'s voting intentions parallel those of respondents in the corrupt and incompetent category. In contrast, responses from subjects who were told that the politician was clean but were given no information about competence parallel those of respondents in the clean and competent category. This suggests that respondents view corruption and public goods provision as negatively correlated, which is inconsistent with the tradeoff hypothesis. A Tradeoff Mentality for Some?
Although there is little evidence that the average Brazilian citizen is willing to forgive corruption, even when politicians deliver public works, the literature suggests that the tradeoff hypothesis may have greater relevance for particular subsets of the population. Some authors argue that the poor, because of the pressures of meeting basic needs, are less likely to have the time or inclination to care about the quality of governance. 48 Figueiredo finds significant class differences in the responses to a direct survey question about support for a corrupt yet high-performing mayor in Brazil. 49 Among respondents in the two lowest income brackets, 54 percent claim to prefer a corrupt but competent mayor to a clean but inefficient one, whereas willingness to support such a mayor drops to 40 percent and 32 percent, respectively, among the top two income brackets. Carlos Pereira, Lucio Rennó, and David Samuels similarly report an inverse relationship between socioeconomic states and support for corrupt politicians who otherwise perform well.
50 Surprisingly, in our data, the highest levels of support for the tradeoff hypothesis are found among the wealthiest respondents. This runs contrary to existing findings from Brazil that rely on nonexperimental survey instruments.
Does Socioeconomic Status Matter for Attitudes toward Corruption?
The relationship between socioeconomic status and information about corruption is examined here by comparing the effects of the prompts across social classes, using a standard Brazilian measure of social class.
51 Table 3 summarizes the results for respondents in the lowest and highest social classes.
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As Table 3 shows, respondents in the lowest classes have a powerful negative reaction to information about corruption. For either level of purported competence, information about corruption results in a sharp drop off in support. In addition, there is no evidence of widespread support for the tradeoff hypothesis among poor respondents. Fully 65 percent of these respondents replied that Gabriel(a), a person like themselves, would vote for the clean, incompetent mayor, whereas only 32 percent replied that she would vote for the corrupt yet competent mayor.
Among the upper class, the information hypothesis also appears to have significant explanatory power. For a given level of performance, mayors who are revealed to be corrupt receive far less support than those purported to be clean. More striking, however, is that, in contrast to the lower class group, the tradeoff hypothesis finds much more support among the upper class. The proportion of upper class respondents who say that Gabriel(a) will vote for a corrupt but competent politician (0.48) is statistically indistinguishable from the proportion who say that Gabriel(a) will vote for a clean but incompetent politician (0.54). In addition, although upper class voters clearly punish corruption, they withdraw support from corrupt politicians to a lesser degree than respondents from other social classes.
What explains the greater tolerance for corruption among the upper class? There is some evidence cross nationally that corruption imposes less of a financial burden on the wealthy. In Peru, for example, the poor pay a larger share of their income in bribes than the rich when trying to access public services. 53 A field experiment in Mexico reveals that the traffic police are much more likely to extract bribes from drivers who appear to be poor than from drivers who appear to be rich. 54 AmericasBarometer 2010 data from Brazil show that the poor are more likely than the rich or middle class to have been asked for a bribe in the previous twelve months.
Separately, wealthy voters might be more likely to personally know or identify with politicians or even to be the direct beneficiaries of corrupt transactions. This could increase corruption tolerance among this group. Data from Peru and Uganda suggest that wealthy citizens engage in bribery of bureaucratic officials more frequently than the poor. 55 Insofar as wealthy bribe payers see bribery as a way of getting things done, they might be less likely to condemn a politician for being corrupt.
Another possibility is that, due either to personal experience or to political sophistication, wealthy voters are more attuned to the difficulties of municipal governance and therefore value more highly a politician who delivers public goods. In Robert Luskin's classic study of political sophistication, for instance, he finds that white collar workers are much more likely to be politically sophisticated than blue-collar workers and that occupation status matters more to them than education or exposure to political information. 56 Our survey did not include questions about political sophistication.
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A fourth possibility is that the rich, asked to think about Gabriel(a)'s decision, do not give their own opinions but answer based on what they assume are the attitudes of an "average" Brazilian. If this is the case, given the widespread popular belief that Brazilians are willing to overlook corruption, wealthy respondents might say that Gabriel(a) would tolerate corruption, even if the respondent does not share this view. However, responses among the wealthy differ from those of respondents at large for many of the treatment categories, most of which do not correspond to widely held beliefs about Brazilian popular attitudes. Wealthy respondents are, for example, somewhat more critical than other respondents of clean but incompetent mayors and exceptionally enthusiastic about clean and competent mayors. In addition, responses to other questions in the survey provide evidence against the idea that the wealthy project the attitudes of the poor and middle class onto their survey responses. Upper class respondents are more likely than other respondents to think that a politician is skilled in other areas when given the corrupt but competent treatment: 39 percent of poor respondents thought that a corrupt but competent mayor would be effective at getting federal funds, compared to 57 percent of wealthy respondents. All of this strongly suggests that, rather than attributing a tradeoff mindset to Gabriel(a), these respondents in fact evaluate mayoral performance differently from most other respondents.
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With regard to the sharp contrast between our results and those of previous surveys that asked directly about the tradeoff between corruption and competence, we can only speculate. It is notable, however, that the most privileged respondents are more likely to be attuned to international norms about corruption and therefore more subject to social desirability bias in the context of direct questioning. It may be that our experimental setting, which diminishes incentives to hide socially undesirable views, is most useful for uncovering the true opinions of this group. This is also supported by rates of non-response reported in previous survey work. In the survey analyzed by Figueiredo, the number of "other" or "no responses" to a direct question on the tradeoff between corruption and performance steadily increases with income: 22 percent of the highest income respondents failed to choose one of the two proffered options, as compared to only 9 percent of low income respondents.
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Evidence exists from American politics that survey respondents who hold socially unacceptable opinions are more likely to fail to answer or to opt not to give an opinion to sensitive questions. 60 
Rethinking the Information Hypothesis
Although the phrase "rouba, mas faz" enjoys widespread recognition in Brazil, the results of the nationwide survey experiment offer little evidence that Brazilian voters embrace this tradeoff mentality. Voters surveyed are very sensitive to information about corruption; the majority are willing to overlook poor public goods provision as long as a politician is described as not taking bribes. Overall, the results are much more consistent with the information hypothesis claim that citizens will vote against corrupt politicians when they learn about corruption. Although these results are at odds with the tradeoff hypothesis and popular perceptions of corruption tolerance in Brazil, they are consistent with recent aggregate-level empirical work in Brazil that uses election outcomes to examine the effect of information about corruption on reelection.
61 Our results provide individual-level underpinnings for these macro-level studies. 62 With respect to social class, the findings upend the conventional and scholarly wisdom on the topic, both in Brazil and elsewhere. The richest respondents are the most tolerant of corruption. This may be due to the differential effects of corruption across class or to the fact that the wealthy interpret information about corruption and performance differently from their poorer compatriots.
In sum, the results suggest that persistent corruption in Brazil is due to a lack of information. But can this really be the case? Although there are limitations to Brazil's media, they have been instrumental in publicizing a number of major corruption scandals in recent years. 63 In the 2006 Brazilian National Election Study, over 40 percent of respondents named corruption as the single biggest political problem in the country. 64 Data from our survey show that Brazilians have no illusions about the cleanliness of their politicians. When asked how common it is for Brazilian politicians to take bribes, 78 percent of respondents say it is very or somewhat common.
Brazilian voters do not necessarily link this belief in widespread corruption to their personal experiences, however. As shown in Table 4 , when respondents were asked if they had ever personally voted for a corrupt politician, only 21 percent say that they had.
65 Even among those who say it is very common for politicians to take bribes, fully 73 percent say they personally have never voted for a corrupt politician. 66 Much like the familiar observation that the average American hates congress but loves her congressperson, Brazilian voters appear to think that corruption is everywhere, and yet they report at high rates that they themselves have never voted for a corrupt politician. Note: The table reports respondents' beliefs about how common it is for politicians in Brazil to take bribes and also whether or not they personally have voted for a corrupt politician.
As a means of refining the information hypothesis, the results of the experiment can be connected directly to this pattern. Survey prompts like the one we use necessarily confront respondents with direct information that is uncluttered by the distractions of real life. 67 In this case, the dissimilarities between the experiment and the real world may illuminate the scope conditions for the information hypothesis. The results suggest that even if broad information about corruption does not have electoral consequences, specific, credible, and available information affects citizens' evaluations of politicians and may change voting behavior. The results from experimental work in other settings support this conclusion. In Abhijit Banerjee, Donald Green, Jennifer Green, and Rohini Pande's work on rural India, an experimental stimulus that entailed a broad discussion of the ills of corruption, rather than a specific account of corruption on the part of any particular politician, had no effect on voting outcomes.
The information hypothesis, as usually presented, implies that the mere presence of information about corruption will trigger a voter response. Our survey gives citizens specific information about a particular politician (bribe-taking by a current mayor) from a credible source (the survey was run by IBOPE, the largest and most well-known public opinion firm in Brazil, and there was every indication from piloting and field monitoring that respondents took the vignette seriously) in close temporal proximity to a hypothetical voting decision (immediately after hearing the vignette, respondents were asked what Gabriel(a) would do).
In contrast, the type of information Brazilian voters typically encounter about corruption may be quite different; it may be vague, diffuse in who it accuses of wrongdoing, disseminated by partisan sources, and not accessible in the period immediately before elections. Although Brazil has a large, privately owned, and active media, its penetration is uneven. As Freedom House reports, the challenges to information provision are particularly acute away from the main metropolitan areas. 68 Ferraz and Finan document that many municipalities do not have even a single radio station.
Therefore, although Brazilian voters believe corruption is prevalent, this appears unlikely to affect voting behavior unless, as in our experimental vignette, voters are given credible, specific, and cognitively available information that ties corruption to a particular politician. Similarly, the results reported by Ferraz and Finan and by Carlos Pereira, Marcus André Melo, and Marcus Figueiredo show that reelection rates were significantly lower in cities where preelection audits found corruption violations. Pereira, Melo, and Figueiredo, in particular, contrast the effects of corruption revelations from two waves of audits, one conducted over a year prior to the election and one conducted within the four-month official campaign period leading up to elections. They find that only the latter had a significant effect on mayoral reelection, suggesting that only when information about corruption is at the top of voters' minds do they act on it. Ferraz and Finan find that where there are more local radio stations, the negative effects of corruption findings are enhanced.
Conclusion
The typical Brazilian citizen is very sensitive to information about corruption and is unlikely to support a corrupt politician, even if this politician delivers public goods. If any group of Brazilians today tolerates corruption among politicians, such sentiment appears to be limited to the wealthiest citizens, and not, as previous work suggests, to the poorest. What do these results tell us about the prospects for limiting corruption in Brazil and elsewhere? In light of the cultural resonance of the phrase "rouba, mas faz," Brazil appears to pose a hard case for the information hypothesis. Such strong evidence for the information hypothesis and against the tradeoff hypothesis implies that broad cultural explanations of corruption are likely limited in their explanatory power. These results should cheer opponents of corruption, since presumably it is easier to repair an information deficit than to change preference orderings. A number of efforts are currently underway in Brazil to give voters more precise information about candidates' corrupt activities during the course of the electoral campaign (and to outlaw some corrupt candidates from running for office).
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These results sound some cautionary notes, as well. If, as we argue, the distribution of precise, credible information is crucial for generating a voter response, this task is still substantial in many young, lower-, and middle-income democracies. Its success will depend either on independent government agencies or on active investigative journalism and widespread dissemination of information. Precisely where corruption is widespread, obtaining and distributing credible information is difficult. Corrupt politicians may act to prevent the establishment of independent auditing agencies. Journalists and other watchdogs may fear repercussions from politicians and candidates. 70 Even where corruption is uncovered, the ability to attract and hold the public's attention may vary with levels of corruption. Where most politicians are clean, identifying the few corrupt politicians may be relatively easy for journalists, and then that information can be readily acted upon by voters. In contrast, if most or many politicians are corrupt, it may be difficult for voters to identify and recall credible, detailed information about corruption. Finally, if the wealthy are more corruption tolerant than the general population, this offers both hope and a challenge. In reversing the conventional understanding of which group is likely to tolerate corruption, there is hope in that the mass public may be more likely than has been previously thought to turn corrupt politicians out of office. On the other hand, insofar as opinion leaders and members of the media represent the viewpoints of the wealthy, citizens may not gain access to the information that they need in order to know who is and is not corrupt.
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